The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not witten for
publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 8 and 17 through 38.

The di scl osed invention relates to a nmethod and appar at us
for altering a graphical representation of a first object
di spl ayed on a nonitor that is obscured by a second object
di spl ayed on the nonitor to thereby create a vestigial
representation of the obscured portion of the first object

that can be displayed through the second object.
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Caimlis illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A method of displaying information in a conputer
having a nonitor attached thereto, conprising the steps
of :

(a) displaying a graphical representation of a first
obj ect on the nonitor of the conputer;

(b) displaying a graphical representation of a
second object on the nonitor of the conmputer overlaying and
obscuring at |east a portion of the first object;

(c) altering the graphical representation of the
obscured portion of the first object to create a
vesti gi al representation thereof; and

(d) displaying the vestigial representation of the
obscured portion of the first object through the second
obj ect .

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Di ef endor ff 4,868, 765 Sept. 19,
1989

Anonynous, “Method to Allow Users to Sel ect Transparent Col or
for Wndows,” Research Disclosure, 206 (March 1993)
(hereinafter referred to as Gui).

Clains 1 through 8 and 17 through 38 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over Diefendorff in view
of Qui .

Ref erence is nade to the briefs (paper nos. 10 and 12)
and the answer (paper no. 11) for the respective positions of
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t he appel |l ant and the exam ner.
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OPI NI ON

Appel I ant argues (brief, page 7) that “neither of the
references teach nor suggest that, when a second object is
di spl ayed on the nonitor overlaying and obscuring at |east a
portion of a first object, the obscured portion of the first
object is altered to create a vestigial representation thereof
and that it is this vestigial representation of the obscured
portion of the first object that is displayed through the
second object.” Inasnuch as D efendorff teaches that a
porthol e wi ndow 16 shoul d be placed in the top w ndow (or
second object) 12 to observe the bottom w ndow (or first
object) 14 (Figure 1), and Qui teaches that the top w ndow
should be altered into a transparent w ndow so that the w ndow
| yi ng underneath can be viewed, we agree with appellant’s
argunent. In short, the obviousness rejection is reversed
because both references alter the obscuring w ndow object as

opposed to the obscured w ndow obj ect.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through 8

and 17 through 38 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

N—r

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
PARSHOTAM S. LALL

N N N N N N N N N

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES
STUART S. LEVY )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N—r
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